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ABSTEACT 

A published* rater manual used by sixty leleaentary 
school teachers to assess moral thoug^ht statements was found , 
ineffective. i The study also examined what factors were Related to 
their assessi^ng ability. The subjects took a pretest using only 
descriptions of the six moral stages originally researched by 
Lawrence Kohlberg* Ne3i:t the teac'^prs were given the self training 
rater manual and a posttest. Cor r^^ nations of the deaographic and 
personality variables studied with scores on the pre and posttests 
showed no significant correlations with the posttest and only one 
significant (but moderate) correlation with the pretest scores. 
Analysis of variance tests on the pre and posttests showed Stage 1 
and 3 scores significantly different but showed no overall 
difference. (Author/RC) 
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Assess Mora}. Thought 

Abst.ract 

The study examined whether sixty elementary school 
teachers could assess moral thought statements^ using a 
published rater manual and what factors v/ere related 'to 
their assessing ability. The subjects took a pretest 
using only descriptions of the six moral* stages origin- 
ally, researched by Lawrence Kohlberg. ^Next the teachers 
were given the self training rater manual and a posttest. 
Correlations of the demographic and p*erson.ality variables 
studied with scores on the pre and posttests ^howed no 
^ignifi^cant correlations with the posttest an^ ofily one 
sienificant (but moderate) correlation with the pretests 
scores. Analysis of variance tests on the pre aind post- 
tests showed Stage 1 and 3 scores significantly different 
but showed no overall difference. The major conclusion 
v/as that the rater manual used v/as ineffective. 
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The Ability of Elementary School Teachers 
to Assess Moral Thought 

The work of Lawrence Kohlberg and 'his associates 
has provided a description of moral thought development 
(Figure 1) 'as well instructional procedures for devel- 
oping moral thought (Kohlberg & Turiel, 1971). This con- 
struct of moral thought development and program for moral 
education has been suggested as a medium for value educa- 
tion in social studies curriculum (e.g.^ Fraenkel^ 1973;' . 
Ferguson & Friesen, 197^>; Joyce, 1972; Kohlberg, 1973). 
One of the instructional techniques used in most programs 
employing Kohlberg' s ideas was assessment of moral thought 
prior to or during instruction (Rest, 197^). The assess- 
ment of moral thought is a complex task. If teachers 
<jannot assess the stages of moral thought before instruc- 
tion then the successful assessment of stages of moral 
thought during instruction is doubtful. Further, if 
teachers cannot assess the stages of moral thought then 
the successful use of the approaches advocated by Kohlberg 
and his associates for moral education is also doubtful. 

Porter and Tay3.or (1972) have written a global rater " 

a* 

manual as a self training aid'" for assessing the stages 
of' moral thought statements. The purpose of this study 
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was to investigate whether teachers could use the Porter 
and Taylor global rater manual to correctly assess the 
stage of different moral thought statements, and what 
factors, were related to their assessing abilities. 

' t- ♦ ' 

StaKe Scorinp; Ttoral Thoup:ht Statements^ ^^^^ 
The measurement sy^tem^sed to determine .the stage ■ 
o'f moral' thought involved the qualitative coding of 
responses to .hypothetical moral dilemmas. Two proce- 
dures have been used by Kohlberg ahd his associates to 
sn;age score moral thought statements. The first "proce- 
dure was a sentence coding process. The second procedure 
was 'a global rating process. In both, a rater guide was 
used to determine a profile for a subject consisting of a 
stage or a combination of stages. Besides a stage pro- 
file, each subject wa-s given a Moral Maturity Score. The 
Moral Maturity Score was the sum of the product of- the 
percentage of responses at each stage in a given profile 
multiplied by the ordinal value of the stage times ^100. 
The range of the Moral Maturity Score was from 100 (all 
Stage 1 responses) to 600 (all Stage 6 responses). The 
second procedure fov stage scoring appeared the easiest 
to use and did not result in subject profiles which dif- 
fered markedly from those profiles .pr^oduced when the sen- 
tence coding process was used (Blatt* & Kohlberg, 1973)- 



Assess Mora!^. Thought 



' , \ 



The use of rating'* guides' aided in th^ classification 

of qualitative data, and the ski\l used in classifying 

- ' \ 

qualitative data (like the data proceed by the responses 

■ * ' \ ^ 

tchypothetical moral dilemmas) \^as cf»^ent ana^ysis^ 

Although not '-much has been Feportt^ aboutXvariables influ 
"^encing.the ability to use content analysis, \nf-erences 
from the abilities required and variables founo^ important 
in similar research te^chniques yielded several va^ables 
of probable importance (Hyman, 1970; Richards, Dohr^nwend 
& Klein,* 1965) . First, intelligence seemed important,^^ 
especially, verbal intelligence. Second, the demographic 
variables of sex, age, social class, educational back- 
ground, and expei*»ience could be important. Finally, the 
ability to relate to others, or in other words, the 
ability to be receptive of others, ali^o seemed important. 
The research of Rest, Kohlberg, and TUriel (1969) 

s f 

suggested one other variable of probable importance. 
Their research showed that the morar s*cage of an indi- 
vidual influenced- comprehension of moral thoughts of 
others* Therefore, the moral' stage might correlate to 
assessing the moral thoughts of others. 

In summary the Porter and Taylor self training 
global x*ater manual was examined to determine if it 
aided teachers in assessing moral thought statements.-' 
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This manual v/as the only published guide available to | 
aid' teachers , and it represented the easiest form of \ 
stage scoring moral thought statements. Second^ the. 
variables 'of ' ,sex^ age, social -class, educational back- 
ground, experience', verbal intelligence, receptive - 
ability, and moral stage were sugges't^d as possible 
correlates to assessing ability. ^ 

5 
* 

Methods / 

Sub,1 ects 

The subjects, of the study were sixty teachers involved 
in an experimental Master of Education program at a middle 
Atlantic state university. Although the teachers were 
volunteers for tne experimental program, they did not 
volunteer for this particular study,. The majority (83%) 
of the teachers *-.aught in elementary schools while the 
remainder taught in junior high schools. Most of the 
teachers (63^) taught all subje'cts with the others equally 
distributed amdng various disciplines. All the jbeachers 
were engaged in an elementary social studies education 
program during the time of this study. Other demographic 
and personality characterist ics^.Qf the teachers are given 
in Table 1. \ 
Definitions 

Demog;raphic variables . The dempgraphic variables 
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investigated were sex, age, .and experience. Experience- 

.^was defined as teaching experience.- The variables of ^ 

• ^ <, 

social- class and educatjon^al background ivere of less 
importance because 'the teachers v;erd all college gradu- 
ates and all were considered on similar socioeconomic 
levels. These latter tv/o variable's were eliminated from 
investigation^ since differentiation between ^teachers was 
-difficult. ' ' • • * 

^ Personality variables > The personality variables 
studied- were the ability to relate to others (receptive 
ability), verbal intelligence, and moral maturity (moral 
stage). The ability to relate to others was defined as 
being cognitively open. 'Milton Rakeach's definition was 
accep'G'ed^as an adequate description of the meaning of 
verbal^receptive ability (Rokeach, I960, p. 57): 

"... the extent to which the person ^can receive, 
evaluate, and act on relevant, information received 
from the outside on its own intrinsic merits, unen- 
cumbered by irrelevant* factors in the situation 
arising from within the person or from the outside." 
Verbal intelligence was defined as the verbal score from' 
thT2 Grad\mto Records Examination* Moral maturity was de- 
fined as th^ Moral Maturity Score obtained from the global 

Pi- 
rating process from assessing moral thought statements. 
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Description of moyal stages > The description of 
moral stages, referred to the stage and sequence chart 
developed by Kohlberg and his associates (Kohlberg & 
Turiel, 1971> PP« ^15-6'), and was similar to that pre- 
sented in Figure 1. 

Self training global rater manual s - The rater, man- 
ual referred to an adapted version of one of the stories 



mes 



of the guide written by Porter and Taylor (1972> pp./il- 
22) • * 



Measurement Instruments 

Moral maturity measure > ^ The Kohlberg measure for 
determining the moral stages of individuals was constructed 
from four of the nine hypothetical dilemmas and Interview 
questions found in his dissertation (Kohlberg, 1958, 
pp. 361-75). Stories II> V', VI, and IX were rewritten 
into an "adult'* form, updated, and made into »a paper and 
pencll^^Qj>enended questionnaire. These particular stories - 
were chosen because, the situations they presented were 
unfamiliar to^^^t^ The validity questions of 

this measure was • tentatively answered by Kohlberg on the 
basis of construct validity. The reliability of the nine 
•dilemmas had been reported ranging from ;76 ^o, .Sl^among 
the situations with the median value being .51 (Kohll^rg,* 

1969, pp. 369-97). , ^ t ^ 

J' 
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■ The responses to the measure were stage scored with 
the aid of the global rater guide found in the Appendix 
.of Kohlberg's dissertation (Kohlberg, 1958, pp. 376-428). 
Each stage profile was converted into a Moral Maturity 
Score (see earlier discussion)'. Interrater reliability 
coefficients using Pearson product moment correlations 
were obtained on a rando.m'te ample (30%) of the responses 
of the teachers. Three different forms of reliability 
were obtained. First^a'reliability of .91 w.as. found on 
assigning major stages to the teachers. Second, a reli- 
ability of .76 was found on assigning nt^or and minor 
stages to the teachers. Third, a reliability of .70 was 
found .on assigning Moral Maturity Scores to the teachers. 

Receptive ability measure . The Rokeach dogmattsjii 
test form E was used. The measure had construct validity 
and a test-retest reliability ranging from .?3 to ..68. 
The original scoring used by Rokeach had a scal'6i,QC-+3> 
+2, -H, -1, -2, -3 in which +3 represented a totally 
close-minded response and -3 represented a totally open- 
minded response. .In this study the scale was modified 
to +1 through +6 inN'/hic.h +1 represented a totally close- 
minded response and +6 r.epresented a totally open-minded 
response. This change rev^t^rsed the scale so that the high 
er scores indicated open-mifidedness and the lower scores 
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indicated close-m3,ndedness '(Rokeach, I960, pp. 71-97). 

Verbal intelligence measure . The Graduate Records 
Examination test of verbal ability had both reliability 
and validity as inferred from the information from the 
total testing program. The program developers found that 
all tests in the program had reliability coefficients 
\ greater than .90 on the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20. The 
J basis for th^ validity of the various test was their pre- 
dictive validity for groups (Euros, 1972, pp. 1030-2). ^ 

Assessing; ability measure . The testing instrument 
used to measure the ability to assess moral thought state- 
ments (termed Moral Knowledge Test) was constructed from 
typical stage responses to story III oT Kohlberg^s. hypo- 
thetical^ moral dilemriias CKohlberg, 1958, PF^ 363-'»).- 
There were 2k items with each of the six stages repre- 
sented by h items. In each stage, ^ of the i\ items repre- 

s-epted "Orientation to, Inte^itions and Consequences," ancl 

# ■ 

2 of the k items represented "Motives for Engaging in 

I 

Moral Action." "Orientations to Intentions and Conse- 
quences" and "Motives for Engaging in Moral Action" were 
/the concepts of moralization that were used in the test. 
For each concept at each stage, 1 of the 2 items had a do 
bchoice and the other had a don^t choice. These 2*4 items 
d an equal distribution of stage statements, an equal 
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distribution of do and don' t ch,oices, ancj a sample of the 
concepts used in moralization (see Note 1)\ These items 
were adapted from the work of James Rfest. This test had 
content validity based on the sampling of moral statements 
representing the types of stages, choices, and concepts 
used in moral thought statement^,. A form o,f "face" valid- 
ity was, aiso, assumed because both Rest ahd Kohlberg 
agreed that these statements represented one of the si;c 
stages, one of the choices, and one of.^two concepts of * y 
moral thought described above .(Kohlberg, 1969, PP- 370-82). 
The reliability of the mea'sure was determined by. using 
the Cr'- :bach alpha projected to a standard test (loa items). 
A reliability coefficient of .62 was found for the scores 
on the pretest, and a coefficient of .^18 was found for the 
scores on the posttest. Although these reliability .coef- 
ficients were low, they were adequately reliable f-or a 
group size of sixty teachers (Thorndike & Hagen, 1969, 
pp. 19'l-5). ^, 

The test produced two types of scores for each, teacher* 
First, the test produced an overall correct score v:hich re- 
presented* the number of correctly assigned stage statements. 
This correct score ranged from 0 to 2^L Second, the test 



yielded correct scores for each stage Id-yel ranging from 0 
to Thus 'an analysis of overall and individual stage 
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performancb was possib!l!||y^ 
Research Design and Procedures 

Data collection . The data ^of age, seoc, teaching ex- , 
perience, and' v^fbal s'core on the Graduate Records Exam- 
ination were ow/ained from the information folders for the 

experimental faster of Education program. The data on 

<^ , - 

Moral Maturrlty Score > Rokeach dogmatism score, and correct 
scores on Moral Knowledge Test I (pretest) and Moral Knov/~ 
ledg^ Test II (posttest) were obtained over a period of , 
three, weekend ^essions^ of the pro'gram. " At tlie first ses- 
sion, the Rokeach measure was given, and the Kohlberg 
measure fo*f^ determining moral, maturity was handed out to - 
be returned at the second sessioH^. At the second session, 
the teachers were given Mor^il > Knowledge Test ' I (pretest) 
using just the stage descriptions materials p'rovided. The 
description was given to the teachers itl- order^ to pre.clude 
their having to memorize the descriptions ,of Kohlberg' s 
stages. Prior to administering Moral Knowledge Test I, 
the teachers were given information about Kohlberg' s* 
approach to moral development and moral education. Spe- 
cifically, the teachers were shown a filmstrip (Kdhlberg 
& Selman, 1972), given two articles (Kohlberg & Mayer, 
1972; Kohlberg & Whitten, 1972), and directed in discus- 
sions during two weekend sessions. Fi-nally, most/of the 
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teachers (88^) had tried to intuitively assess the moral 

thoughts of their students prior to the pretest , but had 

expressed difficulties about their attempts. After the 

pretest was returned, the teachers v;ere,- instructed to take 

the same test home and use both the stage descriptions and 

the. Porter and Taylor global rater manual provided and to 

assess the stages of the same 2^ moral thought items (Moral 

Knowledge Test II). Two weeks later, the teachers . returned 

2 

Moral Knowledge Test II at the third class session . 

Two observations about the data collection method 
were made. First, according to Kohlberg, the responses 
to hypothetical moral dilemmas and questions uncovered 
the underlying structure o,f moral thought and unless an 
individual^ understood this way of thinking, it could not 
be used properly (Kohlberg, 1971). So, taking the 
Kohlberg measure under an unsupervised condition was 
assumed to have no effect on the resulting floral Maturity 
Scores for the teachers. Second, the testing influence 
from the Moral Knowledge Test I to the Moral Knowledge 
Test II wa^'S not deemed a contaminating factor. If the 
teachers had been given only the Moral Knowledge Test II, 
the teachers would have been able to do the exercise as 
many times as they wished before returning it because they 
were given two weeks, to complete the exercise. Thus a 
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prior exercise (Moral Knov/ledge Test I) was assumed to 
have no real influence on the results of Moral Knov/ledge 
Test !!• 

As with any social science research, the problem of 
missing data occurred. Despite all efforts, a complete 
data bank for all teachers was^not obtained. Review of 
the effects of the missing data resulted in the conclu- 
sion that the missing data represented random loss. 

Statistical analyses . The first question studied 

v/as 

1, Is thQre a significant ^Linear correlation 

between the selected demographic and person- ^ 
ality variables of the teachers and their 
ability to assess moral thought statements 
and different stages of moral thought; state- 
ments? 

To test this question, Pearson product moment correla- 
tions on age, teaching experrience, verbal intelligence, 
Rokeach score, and Moral Maturity, Score with overall' and 
-s-tage correct scores for Moi*al Knowledge Test I and II 
were made* Since sex was a true dichotomy, point biserial 
correlations were used to test, the relationship with cor- 
rect scores for Moral Knowledge Test I and II. Procedures 
used were found in Bruning and Kintz (1968) • 
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second and third questions studied were 



Is there a significant difference between 




Moral Knowledge Test I and II 'in the ability 
of the teachers to assess moral thought state- 
mento and different stages of moral thought 
statements? 

3. Is there a significant difference within 

Moral Knowledge Test I and II in the ability 
of the teachers to assess different stages 
of moral thought statements? 
To test these questions, a three factorial analysis of 
variance' test with n olDservations per celjL, an analysis 
of simple main effects teat and a Newman-nKuels Sequen- 



Stage were assumed 'fixed effects while the factor of 
Subject was assumed a ran'om effect. The n observations 
per cell were the 4 items at each stage found in the 
Moral Knowledge Test. Procedures used were found in 
Winer (1971) 

All tests of the null hypotheses associated with ^ 
^ each question used a two tail test at the p = .05 level 
^ of ^ significance. * 



tial Range test' were use.d. The factors of Test and 
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^ Results 
Descriptive Statistics 

The descriptive statistics for the dependent and 
independent variables are presented in Table 1. The 
demographic variables indicated that the teachers were, 
on the average, female, around 33 years of age, and had 
8 years of teaching experience. The personality vari- 
ables indicated that the teachers were more^ than one 
standard deviation below the norm mean of 5O0 on the 
Graduate Records Examination for verbal ability/ Although 
no norms were available for the Rokeach dogmatism test, 
the design of the measure provided for an open-minded 
score to fall within the range of 1^10 to 2kO, Therefore, 
as a group these teachers wei'»e open-minded. The Moral 
Maturity Score also had no norm reference. But, in con- ' *^ 
juhction with the Moral Stage, it was noted that as a . 
group these teachers were thinking on the principle level 
of moral thought in many instances. The' score for Moral 
Knowledge Test I showed that the teachers correctly Iden- ^ 

tifled only one-third of the 24 moral statements. The 

« 

results for scores of Moral Knowledge Test II were almost 

exactly the same as for Moral Knowledge Test I. 

• The frequency distribution of stage scores assigned^ 

> 

by the sixty teachers to each moral thought statement in 

17. 
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Moral Knowledge Test I and II are given in Table 2, The 
table was constructed to reorder the 2'l test items in 
order to group by and identify according to stage ^ choice 
and concept. The frequency distribution for Moral Know- 
ledge I demonstrated that these teachers did not correctly 
assign stage ^scores to each of the 'I items within each 
stage equally • Also, there was a difference in correct 
stage score, assignment between stages. In addition, 
when teachers incorrectly stage scored different stage 
level moral thought statements, they assigned stage 
scores to any of the other stage levels, Th€ same gen- 
eral observations were made by inspecting the frequen^cy 
distribution for Moral Knowledge Test II; Further dis- 
cusssion of these results is made, in the next se<ition. 
Statistical Tests ' ' - ^ 

First question , Pearson product mo.ment correlations 
arid point biserial correlations of demographic and per- 
sonality variables to the overall scores of Moral Knov/- 
ledge Test I and II produced only one significant result. 
Verbal ability (r = ,^3) significantly correlated with 
the overall score for Moral Knowledge Test I, Ho signify 
icant correlations v/ere found v/ith .overall, scores for 
Moral Knowledge Test II, 

Pearson product moment correlations were also done 
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between the demographic and personality variables and 
scores for each stage 'within each Mo^al Knowledge Test. 
The results tended to conform to the ones found in the 
correlations with overall scores for the Moral Knowledge 
tests. For Moral Knowledge Test I, v^erbal ability sig- 
nificantly correlate.d with Stage 2 (r = •29)> Stage 3 

(r = *31) y and Stage 6 (r = ;35)- Again, there were no 

It 

significant correlations with verbal ability and scores 
for Moral Knowledge Test II. Four other significant 
correlations were uncovered. For Moral Knowledge Test 
I, the Moral Maturity Score significantly corr.elated 
with Stage 2 (r = .26). For Moral Knowledge T^st II, 
teaching .experience significantly Correlated with Stage 
6 (r = .3^)> and the Rokeach dogmatism score significantly 
Correlated with Stage 1 (r == .26) and Stage 4 (r = .aS). 
Point biserial correlations between sex and scores for * 
each stage were not done b'ecause of the insignificant 
correlations with overall scores fpr Moral Knowledge 
Test I and II. 

,In summary^ the correlation tests demonstrated that 
verbal ability was the only sigftificant correlation with 
performanqe^on Moral Knowledge Test I* and no significant 
correlations were found for performance on Moral Know- 
ledge Test II. This finding for overall performance was 

19 
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supported by the findings for correlations with stage 
performance in Moral Knowledge Test I and II, However, 
it must be noted that none of the significant correlating 
variables had more than a moderate level of correlation 
with the overall and stage scores for Moral Knowledge 
Test I and II. 

Second and third questions . The results of the 
analysis of variance test is. presented in Table 3, The 
analysis between the main effects of Test showed no sig- 
nificant difference between scores for Moral Knowledge 
Test I and II, " ^ y 

Because the second question required a test for 
differences between Test at each Stage level, and since 
the interaQtion of Test x Stage was' significant (Table 3)^ 
a test of simple main effects was performed. Table ^ 
presents the results of these tests. The analysis of 
Test at each Stage level showed that Stages 1 and 3 were 
significantly different between Moral Knowledge Test I 
and II. Referring to Table 2, the teachers improved on 
Stage r items but declined in correctly assigning stage 
scores for Stage 3 items; 

Since the third question asked foi^ the determination 
of difference between Stages at each Test level and the 
interaction between Test x Stage was significant (Table 3) > 

20 
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a test of simple main effects for Stages at Test levels 
-was performed (Table 'I). For both Test levels there 
was a significant difference between Stages. A Newman- 
Keuls test was performed on the totalv. correct stage scores 
for both Moral Knowledge Test I and II (Table 5). The 
results for Moral Knowledge Test I showed (a) Stage 3 
^was significantly different fromr'^^tage 5 ^nd 4; (b) 
Stage 1, 2, and 6 were significantly different from 
Stage 5. No other significant differences were noted. 
The results for Moral Knowledge Test II showed (a) Stage 1 
was significantly different from Stage 2, 3, 5 and 6j 
(b) Stage 6 and 3 were significantly different from Stage 4 

In summary, the overall test for difference between 
Moral Knowledge Test I and II showed that the performance 
on the two tests were not different*^ Inspection of per- 
formance on stages between and within each Moral Knowledge 
Te/t" indicated that there were some differences. Thfese 
latter findings support the conclusion that the Porter 
and Taylor global rater guide did have some effect on 
the performances between Moral Knowledge I and II, but 
did not aid the teachers ^in changing overall performance. 

Discussion 

This study supported tH'e generalization that teachers 
cannot assess moral thought statements with an adequate 

21 
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degree of correctness by using the Porter and Taylor 
global rater manual. However, information concerning 
factora related to the ability to assess moral thought 
statements-ir/as meager. None of the demographic and per- 
sonality variables examined were strongly related to 
assessing/abilities in either Moral Knowledge Test I or 
II. These variables were studied as being related 
linearly to the ability to assess moral thought state- 
ments. It could be that they do not relate in a linear 
fashion, or there are other more strongly correlated 
factors that were not investigated. 

A rater manual is supposed to equalize raters so 
that differences in demographic and personality vari- 
ables are controlled. Although the variable of verbal 
ability, which significantly correlated with Moral Know- 
ledge Test I, was removed with Moral Knowledge Test II, 
the teachers did not' improve in their asstssing abilities 
There was something influencing the teachers in such a 
way as to cause them to do poorly in assessing moral 
thought statements. Tests, on differences in stage pre- 
formance b^ween and within tests indicated that the 
- Porter*^ 'and ^Taylor global rater manual had an effect. 
Howeve:R,v'^the effect was merely to help rate Stage 1 
moral statemerits better and Stage 3 statements worse 
between the two tests. At present, the exact reason 
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for this change is not evident • What is evident is that 
the Porter and Taylor manual was inadequate in helping 
these teachers successfully use the global rating process. 

As a result, research needs to be done on ^ CA"!)*^ways 
to assist teachers to properly assess moral thoughi^ state- 
ments (i.e., a better rater manual and training) j^b) a 
determination of factors relating to assessing ability. 
Until these research problems dre solved, the use of the 
advocated instructional procedures requiring diagnosis 
of mox^al thoughts of students cannot be used by teachers 
like the ones in this study. It is, imperative, therefore, 
that social studies educators refrain from indicating 
that teachers can correctly assess the moral thought 
stage of their students. For if "teachers tried to assess 
the moral thought stage of their students 3 they could 
incorrectly stage score Stage 1 moral thought as Stage 6 
or Stage 6 as Stage 1! 
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Footnotes 

■''In order to demonstrate the items on the Moral 
Knowledge Test^ the following A examples are given,. The 
examples '.are similar to the ones used on the Moral Know- 
ledge Test and represent- the four basic contents and four 
of the six stages used on the test: 

Stage 1^ Choice do^, Concept of "Orientation to 

Intentions and Gons.equences" : 

Heinz should steal the drug for his dying wife. 
It isn't actually bad to take the drug. It isn't, 
like Heinz didn't ask the druggist if he could 
pay later. The drug -that Heinz would take is only 
worth $200, 'So, he isn't really taking a $2000 
drug . ' . 

St'age^2, Choice don't^ Concept of "Orientation to 

-Intentions and Gonseq.uences" : 

Heinz should not take the drug for his dying wife. 
The djruggist isn't ^wrong or evil, he just wants to 
sell the drug for a proJ^t, That is what a person 
is in btfsiness to do, to inake a profit, 

Sta^e 3^ Choice do, Concept\ of ' "Motives for Engaging 

in Moral^ Action" : 

No one' will think Heinz is bad if he steals tho drug 
for his dying wife, but his family will' think he is 
an inhuman husband if he .doefen't steal the drug. If 
Heinz lets his wife die, 'he will ,aever be able to 
look anybody in the face again. 
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•Stage 4, Choice don^t^ Concept of "Motive for 
Engaging in Moral Actions": 

Heinz is desperate and he may not know he is wrong 
when he steals the drug for his dying wife. But he 
will knov7 he^ did wrong after he is punished and ; 
sent to prison. He will always feel guilty for his 
dishonesty and lawbreaking. 
For a more detailed description of the 2^1 items, the reader 
is referred to the discussion by Rest and Kohlberg (Kohlberg, 
1969, pp. 370-82). J 
2 ' 

No formal investigation was conducted as to whether 
the teachers used the Porter and Taylor self training 
global rater manual for Moral Knowledge Test II. Because 
of the simplicity of the adapted version of the Porter 
and Taylor manual, it was believed logical to assume 
that the teachers would use the manual. Informal dis- 
cussa.ons between course instructors and teachers after 
the experiment convinced this researcher that the logical 
assumption that teachers would use the manual v/as correct. 
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Figure 1 
Stages of IIoral Development 

PRE-CONVENTIONAL LEVEL 

Value resides in external quasi-physical happenings/ in persons and standards. 

Stage 1: Punishmf^nt and qsedience orientation. Egocentric deference to superior 
power or prestige or a trouble-avoiding set. objective responsibility. 

Stage 2: Instrumental, relat i vi st or i e ntat ion . Right action is that of instru- - 
mentally satisfying the self^s needs and occasionally the needs of 
OTHERS. Awareness of relativism of value to each actor's needs and per- 
spective. Nalve egalitarianism and orientation to exchange and reci- 
procity. 

CONVENTIONAL LEVEL 

Moral value resides in performing good or right roles/ in maintaining the conven- 
tional order and the expectancies of others. 

Stage 3: ''Good bcy—nice girl'' orientation. Orientation to approval and to 
pleasing and helping others. Conformity, to stereotypical iMAGis of 

majority or natural role BEHAVIOR/ AND JUDGMENT BY INTENTIONS. 

Stage ^: Law and order orient/vtion. Orientation to "doing duty" and to showing 
respect for authority and maintaining th^ given social order for its 
OWN SAKE. Regard for earned expectations of others. 

POST-CONVENTIONAL LEVEL 
Moral value resides in conformity by the self to shared or shareable standards/ 
rights/ or duties. ^ 
Stage 5: Soc i al-contract leg al i st i c or i entat lon . Recognition of an arbitrary 

ELEMENT OR STARTING POINT IN RULES OR EXPECTATIONS FOR THE SAKE OF 
AGREEMENT. DUTY DEFINED IN TERMS OF CONTRACT/ GENERAL AVOIDANCE OF 
VIOLATION OF THE WILL OR RIGHTS OF OTHERS/ AND MAJORITY WILL AND WELFARE. 

Stage 6: Universal ^thical principle ori entaiion. Orientation not only to actu- 
ally ORDAINED SOCIAL RULES BUT ALSO TO PRINCIPLES OF CHOICE INVOLVING 
APPEAL TO LOGICAL UNIVERSALITY AND CONSISTENCY. ORIENTATION^ TO CON- 
SCIENCE AS A DIRECTING AGENT AND TO MUTUAL RESPECT AND TRUST. 



*Adapted from Turiel (1969/ pp, 95-97) 
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. - Table 2 

Frequency Distribution of Stage Scores Assigned 



MORAL KNOWLEDGE I MORAL KNOWLEDGE II 

. .STAGE ASSIGNED > STAGE ASSIGNED 



STAGE CHOICE CONCEPT 


1 


2 


3 


1 ' 


- 5 


6 


TOTAL 


1 


2 


3 


\\ 


5 


6 


TOTAL 


1 DO INTENTION 


3 


25 


12 


3 


13 


\\' 


60 •> 


1 


31 


17 


0 . 


9 


2 


60 


1 DON'T INTENTION 


16 


6 


9 


25 


1 


3 


60 


30 


0 


0 


28 


2 


0 


60 


1 DO HOTIVE 


23 


5 


12^ 


16 


2 


2 


60 


21 


12 


9 


5 


8 


2 


,60 


r DON'T CiOTIVE 




9 


1 


5 


0 


1 


60 


57. 


1 ■ 


0 


2 


0 


0 


60 


STAGE 1 TOTALS 


86 


^15 


31 • 


19 


16 


10 


210 


112 


11 


25 


35 


19 


1 


210 


2 DO INTENTION 


0 


9 


9 


10 


26 


6 


60 


0 


8 


25 


3 


.18 




60 


2 DON'T INTENTION 


13 


21 


8 


. 9 


5 


1 


60 


16 


11 


1 


27 


1 


1 


60 


2 DO MOTIVE 


9 


25 


13 


9 


1 


0 


60 


7 


28 


11 


- -1 


7 


3 


" 60"' 


2 DON'T MOTIVE 


9 


28 


9 


1 


1 


6 


60 •- 


11 


27 


11 


3 


5 


0 


"60 


STAGE 2 TOTALS 


31 


86 


39 


32 


39 


13 


210 


31 


77 


51 


31 


31 


10 


210^ 


J uu - ill 1 uii 1 1 un 


7 
J 


19 


91 


/I 


9 

o 


9 

i. 


60 


1 


23 


29 


2 


3 


2 


60 


3 DON'T INTENTION 


5 


11 


11 


22 


8 


3 


60 


18 


9 


6 


21 


2 


1 


60 


3 DO MOTIVE 


3 


6 


39 


6 


1 


2 


60 


1 


10 


38 


X 


6 


1 


60 


3 DON'T MOTIVE 


i\ 


9 


27 


13 


6 


•1 


60 


11 


7 


9 


22 


5 


3 


60; . 


■ STAGE 3 TOTALS 


15 


15 


101 


15 


26 


8 


210 


31 


19 


82 


19 


16 


10. 


210 


^ DO INTENTION 


3 


7 


10 


10 


22 


8 


60 


0 


20 


21 


3 


10 


3 


60 


H DON'T INTENTION 


5 


11 


12 


28 


1 


3 


60 


•2 


■ 1- 


-21 


30 


3 


0 


60 


1 DO MOTIVE 




I'l 


18 


11 


8 


5 


60 


0 


12 


21 


9 


8 


7 


60 


'J DON'T MOTIVE 


17 


6 


11 


18 


1 


1 


60 


27 


5 


8 


13 


5 


2 


60 


, STAGE i\ TOTALS 


29 


38 


51 


67 


35 


20 


210 


29 


^8 


80 


55 


26 


12 


210 


\5 DO INTENTION 


3 


5 


5 


5 


29 


12 


60 


0 


3 


7 


3 


30 


17 


60 


5 DON'T INTENTION 


1 


2 


3 


31 


10 


13 


60 


0 


0 


2 


12 


1.0 


6 


60 


5 DO MOTIVE 


7 


7 


29 


. 7 


8 


2 


60 


0 


7 


28 


1 


15 


6 


60 


' 5 DON'T MOTIVE ' 


1 


0 


19 


28 


10 


2 


60 


9 


2 


10 


33> 


5 


1 


60 


STAGE 5 TOTALS 


12 


11 


56 


72 


57 


29 


210 


9 


12 


17 


82 


60 


30 


210 


6 DO INTENTION 


t) 


1 


2 


' 6 


19 


32 


50 , 


0 


0 


0 


1 


?2 


37 


60 


6 DON'T INTENTION 


1 


5 


9 


9. 


17 


19 


60 


1 


1 


2 


8 


23 


22 


60 


6' . DO flOTIVE 


5 


5 


5 


9 


20 


16 


60 


6 


6 


7 


6 


19 


16 


60 


6 DON'T MOTIVE 


2 


5 


13 


9 


17 


11 


60 


10 


5 


13 


11 


8 


:io 


60 


STAGE 6 TOTALS • 


8 


16 


29 


33 


73 


81 


210 


17 


15 


22. 


29 


72 


85 


210 



The concept of "Intention" referred to "Orientations to 
Intentions and Consequences" and the concept of 
"Motive" referred to "Motive for Engaging in Moral 
Action • " 
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^ Table 3 

S 

Analysis of Variance of Moral Knowledge Test I and II 



Source 


^ SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Subject 


17.604 


59 


. .2984/ 




A (Test) 


^ .017 


. . 1 


..0170 


.094 * 


c 

A X Subject 


10.629 


59 


• .1802 




B (Stage) 


11.022 


5 


2.2044 


10.438* , 


B X Subject 


62.290 


295 


.2112 




AB 


2.665 


5 


..5330 


3.125* 


AB X Subjebt 


,50.314 


295 


•. 1706 


t 


Within 


481.750 


2160 


.'2230 




Total 
f 


636.291 


2879 







Significant at p = .05 



0 



i 



if 
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Table 4 

Analysis of. Simple Main EffeQts for Test-Stdge Interaction 

■ — t 



Source 


SS 


df 


• MS 




A (Test) at Bj^ (Stage 1) 


1'.408 


.1 


1.408 


7.814 


A at 62 (Stage 2)' 


' .169. 


1 


.169 


.93« 


A at B3 (Stage 3) • / 


.752 


1 - 


.752 


4.173 


A ,at B^( Stage 4) 


.300 


1 


.300 


1.665 


A at B5 (Stage 5) 


.019 ■ 


1 


.019 


.105 


A at Bg (Stage 6) 


.034 


1 


.034 


.189 




(2.682) 








A X Subject 


10.629 . 


59 


, .1802 





B (Stage) at Aj^(Test 1) 5.047 * 
B at A2(Test 2) . 8.640 

(13.687) 

B X Subject 62.2'90 



5 ' 1.009 4.777 
5 ' 1.728 8.182' 



295 



.2112 - 



.Significant at p = .05 



Table 5 

Ne;7man-Keuls Sequential Raiige Test for Stages at Test Levels 



Moral Knowledge I 
Tj 57 67 81 86 , 86 101 

- B5 Bg B2 ^ B3 r q^^(TC,295)/nMS 



Be — 10 24* 29* 29* 44*- 6 - 29.12 

B/ ' ' " 14 " 19 " 19 " 34*- 5 - 27.83 

B. 5 " 5 " 20 - 4 26.20 

B2 " 0 " 15 - 3 ^.23.92 

Bi " 15 - - 19.86 



Moral Knowledjge II 
55 60 77 82 85 112 

B^ B3 B2 B3 Bg |B^ r q95(r,295)/FMS^ 

B, — 5 22 27* 30* '57*- 6 29.12 

B. , "17 "22 "25 ■ 52*- 5 . -- - 27.83 

Bo . " 5 " 8 ' " 35*- 4 •■ 26.20 

B3 " 3 "30*- 3 - 23.^2., 

27*r 2 19.86 



Significant at p = .05 
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